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Comment Letters Received on the Draft Initial Study 
 





















	
	

2 

…development is proposed, and limited to, areas covering approximately 6.05-
percent of the 90.87-acre Site, or 5.49 acres. Within the 5.49 acres proposed for 
development, tree and vegetation removal will be primarily limited to the areas 
proposed for new road construction and road widening. The final locations of the 
micro-cabin RV pads and walking trails will have the flexibility to shift slightly, 
as needed during construction, to retain trees and vegetation that may be located 
within the footprint currently proposed for development. 

Figure 2, Preliminary Site Design, reproduced below, shows the areas of proposed development 
(please note the irregularities in the figure below, which make it very difficult to read, are 
directly from the environmental documentation).  

 
Comparing that map (as well as the map in Appendix B) and the Subject Parcel(s) map, it 
appears that the figure of 5.49 acres of impact is incorrect, as is the estimate of 6.05 percent. 
While it may be correct that road construction and widening activities will remove 
approximately 6.05 percent of the site’s natural area, the preliminary site design map shows a 
much larger area that is fragmented. 

The proposed project also runs counter to County of Mendocino General Plan Resource 
Management Goal 5 (Ecosystems): Prevent fragmentation and loss of the county’s oak 
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woodlands, forests, and wildlands and preserve their economic and ecological values and 
benefits. This inconsistency is not addressed in the Draft Initial Study. 

Oak woodlands provide food and vital habitat for California’s native species, including 2,000 
plants, 5,000 insects and arachnids, 80 amphibians and reptiles, 160 birds, and 80 mammals—
many of which are listed as threatened, endangered, or are species of special concern, at the state 
or federal level.1 Davis et al. describe oaks as a “foundation species,” using Ellison et al.’s 
definition of such a species as “...one that ‘controls population and community dynamics and 
modulates ecosystem processes,’ whose loss ‘acutely and chronically impacts fluxes of energy 
and nutrients, hydrology, food webs, and biodiversity.’”2 

Many of the endangered, threatened, and species of concern analyzed in the Draft Initial Study 
depend on oak woodland habitat. We agree with the comments submitted by California Native 
Plant Society Sanhedrin Chapter, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and  
Adina Merenlender, PhD that the environmental analysis should be conducted in accordance 
with Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations 
and Sensitive Natural Communities.  

As currently construed, the project should not be granted a Mitigated Negative Declaration. 
MITIGATION PLAN 

As discussed above, California Public Resources Code §21083.4 requires that oak impacts be 
assessed and mitigated. The County of Mendocino General Plan (page 4-38) provides additional 
clarity on the need to mitigate impacts to oaks:  

Action Item Resource Management-28.1 The county shall develop CEQA 
standards that require disclosure of impacts to all sensitive biotic communities 
during review of discretionary projects. These standards shall require the 
following mitigation: 
…Oak Woodland – Maintain and improve oak woodland habitat to provide for 
slope stabilization, soil protection, species diversity and wildlife habitat through 
the following measures: 

• Comply with the Oak woodland Preservation Act regarding oak woodland 
preservation to conserve the integrity and diversity of oak woodlands, and retain, 
to the maximum extent feasible, existing oak woodland and chaparral 
communities and other significant vegetation as part of residential, commercial, 
and industrial approvals. 

• Provide appropriate replacement of lost oak woodlands or preservation at a 2:1 
ratio for habitat loss. 
Policy Resource Management- 85 

• Conserve and replant oak woodlands and stands of native oaks in community 
areas and developments. Protect oak woodlands in other areas through limitations 
on density and clustering. 

																																																								
1 Meadows, R. 2007. Oaks: Research and outreach to prevent oak woodland loss. California Agriculture 61(1): 7-10. 
 
2 Davis, F.W., D.D. Baldocchi, and C.M. Taylor. 2016. “Oak Woodlands,” chap. 25 in Ecosystems of California. 
Editors: H. Mooney and E. Zavaleta. University of California Press. 
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GREENHOUSE GAS IMPACTS OF TREE REMOVALS 
Section VIII, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft Initial Study does not analyze the 
greenhouse gas (GHG) impacts of tree removal, which is in violation of California law. CEQA’s 
sole GHG focus is “the mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions or the effects of greenhouse gas 
emissions.” Net present value of GHG emissions forms the foundation of the state’s greenhouse 
reduction objectives, as well as the California Forest Protocol preservation standards. Every ton 
of carbon dioxide (CO2) released into the atmosphere by oak woodland or forest conversion 
represents a measurable potential adverse environmental effect, which is covered by CEQA. 
Thus California requires the analysis and mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions associated with 
proposed oak woodland or forest conversions. 

Project mitigation that is based on the preservation (“avoided conversion”) of existing natural 
lands does not adequately mitigate GHG emissions of natural lands conversion. Existing trees, 
understory, and soil conserved by the mitigation, do not, suddenly, upon the protections afforded 
by their conservation sequester more carbon to mitigate impacted biomass GHG emission effects 
of the conversion. Newly planted trees take many years to sequester carbon in the soil, 
understory, and woody mass of the trees. 

TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Page 27 of the Draft Initial Study states (underline is used for emphasis): 

ALTA contacted the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) on August 
8, 2019, to request a Sacred Lands File (SLF) search and list of Native American 
contacts in the area. The NAHC response letter, dated August 29, 2019, indicated 
that a search of the SLF returned a positive result, and included a list of 13 Native 
American tribes or individuals with cultural affiliations to the area. ALTA sent 
consultation letters to all 13 contacts on September 6, 2019. Two (2) responses 
were received. On September 12, the Tribal Historical Preservation Officer 
(THPO) for the Hopland Band of Pomo Indians requested to be consulted for the 
project. On September 18, the THPO for the Kaisha Band of Pomo Indians 
responded and informed ALTA that the project is outside of the Tribe’s aboriginal 
territory. As of the date of this Initial Study, no additional correspondence has 
been received (ALTA, 2019).  
Although the project, as currently designed, is not anticipated to have an adverse 
effect on cultural resources, ALTA included three (3) recommendations in the 
Archaeological Report in order to ensure cultural resources are not adversely 
impacted by the project, including the recommendation for further consultation 
with the Hopland Band of Pomo Indians, as requested by the Tribe, and protocol 
should cultural resources or human remains be inadvertently discovered, similar 
to the County’s “Discovery Clause”. A standard condition advising the Applicant 
of the County’s “Discovery Clause” is recommended, which establishes 
procedures to follow in the event that archaeological or cultural resources or 
human remains are unearthed during project construction, including but not 
limited to Site preparation and excavation, in accordance with Mendocino County 
Code Sections 22.12.090 and 22.12.100.  
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Discussion: It is understood that it is important to maintain the confidentiality of the details of 
the tribal cultural resources analysis for the project. That said, it is concerning that the Mitigation 
and Monitoring Program has no provisions for potential project impacts to Tribal Cultural 
Resources of a site that is listed with the Native Heritage Commission as Sacred Land. It is also 
troubling, given the Sacred Land designation, that follow-up was not required after only two 
responses were received to the 13 consultation letters sent. 

CONCLUDING THOUGHTS 
The perfunctory manner in which the proposed project’s oak impacts were analyzed is 
inadequate for the protection of California’s primary old growth resource and the cultural, 
habitat, and GHG functions oaks provide. Thank you for your consideration of our comments. 
We welcome your inquiry should additional input be helpful. 

Sincerely, 

     
Janet Cobb     Angela Moskow 
Executive Officer    Manager, California Oaks Coalition 
California Wildlife Foundation 

cc:  Kate Marianchild, Author, Activist, and Naturalist 
Jennifer Riddell, Co-President, Sanhedrin Chapter CNPS Board 
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Mendocino County Planning Department  May 8, 2020 
Mendocino County Planning Commission  
Mr. Jesse Davis, Senior Planner 
860 N. Bush Street Ukiah, CA 95482 
 

Mr. Davis, 

I am writing on behalf of my family, Tony & Nancy, and our sons Walker and Duncan. We live at 13800 
Old Toll Road, Hopland CA in the house we built in 1998. Our property is contiguous to the proposed 
Getaway resort project and we strongly believe our way of life will be directly and negatively impacted if 
this project is allowed to proceed. 

 

Getaway Homes is functionally a hotel resort operator developing projects in a way to avoid the zoning 
and building codes typically required, for good reason, for hotels & resorts. The cabins are on wheels 
only for delivery and to avoid the normal permitting process. Five of the forty-five proposed cabin sites 
on the ninety-acre parcel are within 200 yards of my home. That does not seem appropriate for zoned 
Rangeland with 160-acre minimums.  

 

The Old Toll Road is a very rural road with a one lane bridge adjacent to Highway 175 just outside of 
Hopland. The road surface has some paving but is mostly evolved from chip seal resurfacing with the 
base rock exposed in many areas. The county does a respectable job filling potholes and repairing the 
bridge, but maintenance resources scarce and spread across a very large county.  

 

The Getaway project proposes 45 transient residences plus caretakers and maintenance staff. This will 
add potentially 100 or more trips per day to this old road and bridge. The residents that currently live on 
this narrow road drive slowly and practice etiquette when passing, especially when approaching and 
crossing the bridge. The additional traffic will quickly degrade the road surface and stress the bridge 
beyond loads it was designed for, requiring increased maintenance and earlier replacement.  

 

This area of the county is an extreme wildfire risk area and this parcel along with everything east of the 
Old Toll Road was evacuated in 2018 for a week due to fires on the adjacent ridge. Getaway specifically 
caters to urban clientele unused to the constant vigilance required to prevent wildfires here. Smoking, 
firepits, cars arriving with hot exhaust from long trips are all threats to our lives and property. Many 
cities allow fireworks in July and the likelihood is there that one of the hundreds of guests that week will 
decide bring fireworks on their ‘camping’ trip.  

 

PG&E implemented PSPS twice in this area last year and left us without power for weeks requiring 
generators for lights, refrigeration and to pumping water and sewage. The inexperienced visitor caught 



in a power outage may resort to candles and cook fires, greatly increasing the chance of starting a fire. 
The power shut offs are likely to continue for the next five to ten years. 

 

It doesn’t take any imagination to envision a wind driven fire started by a careless smoker racing up the 
steep hillsides to engulf these forty-five cabins in minutes. It happened several times in the last two 
years in northern California, killing many and causing terrible damage to lives and property. This project 
concentrates urban travelers in a steep fire-prone hillside site with restricted egress and is not 
appropriate for California oak grassland in an era of changing climate, increasing heat and reduced 
rainfall. 

 

The projected water demand estimate of 4,000 gallons per day for the whole site is a fairytale at best 
and unscrupulous at worst. 100 people washing, bathing, cleaning and going to the bathroom will use 
far more than 40 gallons each. The caretakers house will use at least 1,000 gallons per day and the 
laundry plant will use the same.   

 

The project proposes to drill a new water well adjacent to three existing wells over half a mile from the 
project. This should not be allowed for a project of this scale. Water resources are finite in this valley 
and the vineyards planted here for the last fifty years depend on this small aquifer to grow high quality 
grapes for the local economy. Pumping from any of the existing well currently affects the others. 
Concentrating another well at this location will lower the water table for all and require existing pumps 
to be reset lower at great cost. 

 

If the project site cannot support the proposed use within the parcel boundaries, then it should not be 
allowed to proceed.  

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. I urge you and your colleagues to find the 
proposed Getaway House project inappropriate for this location and these changing times, and deny the 
application. 

 

 

Tony Stephen & Nancy Walker 

13800 Old Toll Road 

Hopland, CA 95449 

tonytrustwine@gmail.com 

(707) 688-3628 
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